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YEAS—55 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Begich 
Bennet 
Bingaman 
Blumenthal 
Boxer 
Brown (MA) 
Brown (OH) 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coons 
Durbin 
Feinstein 
Franken 

Gillibrand 
Hagan 
Harkin 
Heller 
Inouye 
Johnson (SD) 
Kerry 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Manchin 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Mikulski 

Murray 
Nelson (NE) 
Nelson (FL) 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Warner 
Webb 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—44 

Alexander 
Ayotte 
Barrasso 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coats 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Crapo 
DeMint 
Enzi 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Hoeven 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johanns 
Johnson (WI) 
Kyl 
Lee 
Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 
Moran 

Murkowski 
Paul 
Portman 
Risch 
Roberts 
Rubio 
Sanders 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Snowe 
Thune 
Toomey 
Vitter 
Wicker 

NOT VOTING—1 

Kirk 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 55, the nays are 44. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is not agreed 
to. 

The majority leader. 
Mr. REID. Madam President, for my 

Members, we are going to have a con-
ference at 5:15 in the LBJ Room. I have 
spoken to the Republican leader. We 
will have no more votes tonight. We 
will determine a time in the morning 
to have the next vote or votes. We will 
move on from there. So, again, I say to 
my Senators, 5:15 in the LBJ Room. 

I note the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

CASEY). The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO DR. KEITH RHEAULT 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, Dr. Keith 
Rheault has dedicated his entire career 
to education, including serving in the 
Nevada education system for more 
than 26 years. At the end of this 
month, Dr. Rheault is retiring from his 
current position as the Nevada Super-
intendent of Public Instruction. Today, 
I am proud to recognize him for his 
service and his commitment to improv-
ing the lives of Nevada’s children 
through education. 

As superintendent, Dr. Rheault has 
been responsible for a school system 
that educates more than 400,000 stu-
dents in some of the most diverse 

school districts in the country. In this 
capacity, Dr. Rheault has developed a 
unique understanding of the challenges 
facing Nevada’s districts and schools. 
Over his 8 years as superintendent, he 
has helped lead several statewide edu-
cational initiatives and has worked 
hard to ensure that Nevada students 
are prepared to compete in the global 
economy. 

Most recently, Nevada was one of 
only six States to be awarded a $71 mil-
lion, 5-year competitive grant through 
the Striving Readers Comprehensive 
Literacy Program to improve the lit-
eracy skills of Nevada students, includ-
ing students with disabilities and lim-
ited English proficiency. In addition, 
Dr. Rheault oversaw the Nevada Path-
way to 21st Century Learning, a state-
wide professional development program 
dedicated to helping Nevada teachers 
successfully integrate and utilize tech-
nology in their classrooms. 

Nevadans are fortunate to have had 
the educational leadership of Dr. 
Rheault. I join with students, teachers, 
and administrators from across the 
State in thanking him for his dedica-
tion and service. It has been a pleasure 
to work with Dr. Rheault over the 
years, and I wish him and his family 
the best as he begins this next phase of 
his life. 

f 

RETIREMENT OF BRIAN LAMB 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, as my 
colleagues know, Brian Lamb, the 
founder and CEO of C–SPAN, recently 
announced his decision to retire. 

Brian Lamb is a broadcasting legend 
who made the workings of our govern-
ment accessible and transparent to 
every American through C–SPAN, the 
nonprofit cable network he founded 33 
years ago. I have had the privilege of 
knowing Brian for many years, and 
there are many people across the coun-
try who still believe we were separated 
at birth. 

More seriously, Brian’s unquestioned 
integrity and profound commitment to 
making government accountable to the 
people have made a lasting contribu-
tion to our democracy. The American 
people owe Brian Lamb a debt of grati-
tude, and we wish him all the best in 
this new chapter of his remarkable ca-
reer. 

f 

DEFENSE OF MARRIAGE ACT 

Mr. LEAHY. I am moved today to 
talk about Frances Herbert and 
Takako Ueda of Dummerston, VT. This 
loving couple is legally married under 
the laws of Vermont. Yet, like many 
Americans, they are being hurt by the 
Defense of Marriage Act despite the 
protections provided them under the 
laws of the State in which they live. 
Ms. Ueda is a Japanese citizen. Re-
cently, her petition to become a lawful 
permanent resident of the United 
States, as the lawful spouse of a United 
States citizen, was denied for the sole 
reason that she and her lawful spouse 

happen to be of the same gender. This 
case underscores not only the harm 
that current Federal law causes to 
same sex couples, but the additional 
hardship placed upon same sex bina-
tional couples whose marriages are not 
recognized as the foundation of a 
spousal-based green card petition. 

Last summer, I chaired a hearing be-
fore the Senate Judiciary Committee 
to examine the impact of the Defense 
of Marriage Act. We heard from many 
different witnesses about how this Fed-
eral law has singled them and their 
families out and made them less secure 
than other families protected under 
State law. That historic hearing re-
flected steady progress toward a better 
understanding of the way in which that 
law hurts Americans and their loved 
ones. I have experienced profound 
change in my own views. I voted for 
the Defense of Marriage Act in 1996. 
And today I will not hesitate to ac-
knowledge that my views have changed 
for the better. My own transformation 
came in part from the State of 
Vermont’s drive towards greater equal-
ity for Vermonters. The Vermont Su-
preme Court’s opinion in the landmark 
case of Baker v. State first gave rise to 
legislatively-enacted civil unions in 
Vermont. In Baker v. State, then-Chief 
Justice Jeffery Amestoy wrote that the 
court’s decision was grounded in 
Vermont’s constitution and was ‘‘a rec-
ognition of our common humanity.’’ A 
few years later, the Vermont legisla-
ture voted to provide full marriage 
equality. And other States have now 
followed this march toward equality 
for all committed couples. 

Our common humanity is what my 
friend Congressman JOHN LEWIS was 
describing when he spoke in opposition 
to the Defense of Marriage Act on the 
floor of the House of Representatives in 
1996, and what he has continued to 
fight for and protect for so many years. 
Congressman LEWIS saw this law for 
what it was with a clarity and convic-
tion that I greatly admire. Congress-
man LEWIS wrote in 2003 that we must 
have ‘‘not just civil rights for some but 
civil rights for all.’’ He was speaking of 
the rights of gay and lesbian Ameri-
cans. I could not agree more. 

Our common humanity is what binds 
us together. It is what moves neighbors 
to help neighbors without regard to 
politics or ideology, and without judg-
ment. It is what inspired the extraor-
dinary generosity and giving spirit of 
Vermonters who helped each other fol-
lowing the devastation of Hurricane 
Irene, and which I and my family wit-
nessed all over Vermont. I can think of 
few things more worthy of protection 
and respect than the universal bond 
that human beings form with each 
other. 

Despite Vermont’s exercise of its sov-
ereignty and the legislature’s expres-
sion of the will of the people of 
Vermont, the Defense of Marriage Act 
stands as an obstacle to the full real-
ization of the promise Vermont made 
to its citizens—just as it does to the 
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citizens of every other State that has 
taken these steps toward justice and 
fairness. 

Frances Herbert and Takako Ueda 
are two Vermonters who know first 
hand the harm caused by this discrimi-
natory Federal policy. For them, the 
issue is not ideological or political, it 
is deeply personal. They are legally 
married in the State of Vermont and 
have been formally committed to one 
another for more than a decade. De-
spite the fact that Vermont considers 
them to be a married couple, the Fed-
eral government does not. After many 
years of lawful presence in the United 
States, Ms. Ueda was faced with the 
impossible decision of choosing be-
tween her spouse and leaving the 
United States. Our Federal laws may 
split their family apart. This is unfair 
and it is wrong. 

Not only does the Defense of Mar-
riage Act infringe upon the States’ tra-
ditional and historic right to define 
marriage, it denies many Americans 
equal treatment under the law. What 
good is a Federal law that dictates 
such a result? Ideological purity alone 
is not sufficient to overcome the harm 
that is caused. As I just acknowledged, 
my own thinking has evolved over the 
years as I have learned from my con-
stituents and fellow Americans. Yet, 
repealing the Defense of Marriage Act 
would not force any State or individual 
to recognize a marriage they didn’t 
agree with. Instead, it would restore 
the role that States have historically 
played in determining who can be mar-
ried under its laws. 

I am confident that justice and fair-
ness will prevail in the end. Our Nation 
is too noble and our sense of liberty too 
strong to tolerate injustice without 
end. I am heartened by the progress 
that we are seeing across the country. 
Public consciousness is evolving, and 
will reach the point at which discrimi-
nation based on sexual orientation be-
comes another sad relic of our past. I 
believe we will look back at these prej-
udices with disappointment and regret, 
just as we have at other points in our 
history. But the capacity of our Nation 
to evolve and progress is a defining 
characteristic of the American spirit. 
And the American people ultimately 
come to reject that which is fundamen-
tally unfair and unjust. 

Just as Frances Herbert and Takako 
Ueda are living examples of just how 
devastating the Defense of Marriage 
Act is for so many Americans, there 
are others in Vermont who are facing 
and have faced the same struggles. 
Gordon Stewart, who testified before 
the Judiciary Committee in 2009, was 
compelled to sell his family’s farm in 
Vermont and move abroad in order to 
live lawfully with his partner. Nancy 
Wasserman was compelled to leave 
Vermont and move to Canada to be 
able to live with her spouse. She can 
now legally enjoy the benefits of mar-
riage that would otherwise be denied to 
her wife in the United States. Michael 
Upton, a doctor and native of Vermont 

is forced to live apart from his loved 
one. No Vermonter, and no American, 
should be forced to make this choice. 

In addition to my strong support for 
the repeal of the Defense of Marriage 
Act, I introduced the Uniting American 
Families Act to help right a part of 
this wrong. My legislation would grant 
same-sex binational couples the same 
immigration benefits provided to het-
erosexual couples. Passage of this im-
portant legislation would help put our 
country on par with over 25 other de-
veloped countries that value and re-
spect human rights. 

In the United States, 10 states and 
the District of Columbia have marriage 
equality laws. The tide continues to 
swell in favor of same-sex equality 
with the New Jersey Legislature pass-
ing a marriage equality bill this year, 
which was vetoed by Governor Christie. 
It is clear that Americans are increas-
ingly accepting of same-sex loving re-
lationships and marriages, and that 
more and more Americans are putting 
aside tired stereotypes and their per-
sonal preferences to support individual 
freedom and the basic rights of all 
Americans. Now, the Federal Govern-
ment must respect the sovereignty of 
these States and the protections those 
States have provided its citizens. 

Having worked over many months to 
support Takako Ueda and Frances Her-
bert, it is clear to me that the love and 
devotion that they have for one an-
other is no different or less sacred than 
that which I share with my wife, 
Marcelle. It is no less real, or impor-
tant, or worthy of protection and rec-
ognition. I have been blessed to be mar-
ried for nearly 50 years. Marcelle and I 
have been able to enjoy the family 
unity and the benefits that legal rec-
ognition provides, and which I hope all 
Americans would agree is fundamental. 

As the Senate moves through the sec-
ond session of the 112th Congress, I will 
keep fighting for Takako Ueda and 
Frances Herbert, for Gordon Stewart, 
Nancy Wasserman, and Michael Upton, 
and for all Americans who face dis-
crimination as the result of the De-
fense of Marriage Act. I know that jus-
tice is on our side. 

f 

HEALTH REFORM 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, dur-

ing this second anniversary of the Pa-
tient Protection and Affordable Care 
Act, I wish to discuss some of the bene-
fits this law has already brought to 
consumers. 

Millions of Americans nationwide 
and in California have already bene-
fited from this law. For the first time, 
insurance companies are held account-
able they cannot drop coverage just be-
cause someone gets sick, they cannot 
deny coverage because of a preexisting 
condition, and they cannot impose lim-
its on the amount of care provided in a 
lifetime. 

This law helps women, children, 
young adults, seniors, families, and in-
dividuals living with disabilities and 
chronic medical conditions. 

In California, because of the law, 
over 12 million people no longer have a 
lifetime limit on their health insur-
ance plan. This includes almost 4.5 mil-
lion women and 3.26 million children. 

Now, individuals and families with 
medical expenses do not have to worry 
that they will reach a point where in-
surance will no longer provide cov-
erage. Eliminating lifetime caps on 
coverage and phasing out annual caps 
will reassure Californians that their 
health coverage will be there when 
they need it. 

The health reform law is taking 
great strides to ensure affordable pre-
scription drugs for Medicare bene-
ficiaries. 

Before health reform, Medicare bene-
ficiaries were faced with a prescription 
drug coverage gap that was 
unaffordable for many. This so-called 
doughnut hole forced beneficiaries to 
pay 100 percent of their drug costs after 
they exceeded an initial coverage 
limit. As many as one in four seniors 
went without a prescription every year 
because they simply could not afford 
it. 

Now, the law is closing this coverage 
gap, and already, an estimated 320,000 
Medicare beneficiaries in California 
have saved almost $172 million on pre-
scription drugs. 

Under the health reform law, insur-
ance companies are already banned 
from denying coverage to children be-
cause of a preexisting condition, such 
as a heart defect, autism, or juvenile 
diabetes. 

Parents no longer have to spend 
away college funds to cover children 
with medical conditions. 

Beginning in 2014, health insurers are 
prohibited from denying anyone health 
insurance coverage because of a pre-
existing medical condition. This means 
that being pregnant can no longer be 
considered a preexisting condition. It 
means that individuals will no longer 
be prevented from purchasing afford-
able insurance simply because they had 
an accident, are sick, or got cancer. 

Under the law, insurance companies 
have to pay more of the premium dol-
lars they collect on actual medical 
care, not on profits. 

In California, because of this provi-
sion, almost 9 million people are get-
ting better value for their premium 
dollars. Furthermore, California has 
received over $5 million in grants from 
the law to fight unreasonable premium 
increases and to bolster scrutiny of 
rates. 

Because of the health reform law, 
young adults can now stay on their 
family insurance plan up to age 26. Pre-
viously, insurance companies could 
drop coverage for young adults, many 
times at age 19. Now the law makes it 
easier and more affordable for young 
adults to get health insurance. 

Already over 350,000 young adults in 
California have benefited from this 
provision. 

This law takes great strides to equal-
ize insurance coverage for women and 
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